We know only a single science, the science of history. Marx
modernity, network society, and so on -seem to indicate strong historical consciousness within the discipline, in fact such concepts both make possible and legitimate disengagement with historical processes. This is because they provide pre-packaged, sound-bite-friendly accounts of complex historical forces that save sociologists from engaging in some hard tasks, namely really getting to grips with historical details and complexities and with current developments in both historiog raphy and historical sociology. In a quite acute sense, the historical imagination is dying or already dead in British sociology today. What I want to address in this chapter are both the reasons as to why this situation has come to pass and also how this state of affairs might be overcome through a resuscitation of sophisticated historical consciousness in sociological practice.
As a keen reader of the sociological classics, and a generally enthusiastic teacher of them, I have always been struck by the vast historical knowledges possessed by figures such as Max Weber and Karl Marx. Their historical awareness, even if limited by the intellectual horizons of their times, stretched far and wide, across vast tracts of human existence. But in stark contrast to the panoramic historical visions enjoyed by many of the classical authors, the past has become ever more a foreign country to mainstream sociological practice in present-day Britain. For the purposes of situating both themselves and their objects of analysis, British sociologists have become ever more reliant on the overly glib characterisations of present-day social conditions, and the historical processes that have allegedly created them, put forward by a cadre of elite specialists called 'social theorists'. Those persons coded as the major 'social theorists' of the day can be seen as a set of powerful and influential intellectual entrepreneurs, who are licensed by the sociological field as the interpreters of both 'contemporary society' as a whole, and of 'history', for that field. Within the social theoretical work of this group, buzz-words are offered which appeal to those more empirically oriented researchers who are in need of a quick-fix, provided in an easily digestible package, of historicisation and periodisation. Empirical work is thus located in time and given a theoretical gloss, the latter figuring as a potentially powerful legitimating mechanism in a field where one is expected to legitimate one's work through symbolic association with those figures defined as the major intellectuals of the day (Bourdieu, 1992) . This is not to say that the work of such legitimator figures is wholly without worth. Reading the writings of Anthony Giddens, Ulrich Beck, Zygmunt Bauman, Manuel Castells, and others who are coded as being
